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The B1lingual ‘Heading Study (deSEribeq'aarIjerlin'Mace—Matluck's paper)
employs various measures to assess the oral language proficithy of the

students'under 1nvasttgat1on' The battery 1nq1udes (1) a standardized oral

‘ 1angugge proficiency test, (2) three sets of teacher ratings, and (3) an

ethnograph1c ver1f1cat1on of the ch11dren s language abiliiies based on

aud1o tapes co]leeted in three -different sett1ngs. In this paper, the

"re11ab1i1ty and distribution of responses for each measure wiT1 be presented,

followed by a d1seussion of the relations among the var1ous measures. Also,
‘comparisons will be made across “time for the 41 ch1]dren on which data from

two success1ve years have been obtained.
\\.

GlobaL»Ind1ces of Dominance . i B

One of théipr1mary*var1ab1es used 1n the selection of the target o

7
children is dégree of bilingualism, which 1s«assessed in September by ask1ng

,\.

teachers to C]ass1fy each of the1r students on the Student 0perat1ona1

}
Language Assessment Scale - SOLA (Duncan & De Avila, 1976). Table 1 presents

. p] .
the d1str1but1ons of rJt1ngs obta1ﬁed in September 1979 for the 60 target

students in D1str1ct A (a rural and rather 1solated school d1str1ct in the

Rio Grande Va]ley of zouth central ;\ﬁas), the 40 ch11dren in District B,

, and the 20 ch11dren 1n D1str1ct C (both of the latter being d1str1cts .ocatedu
some 40 miles from the city of E1 Paso). For the 41 ch11dren from D1str1ct A

who were ‘f stheir second year-of- part1c1pat1on in the B111ngua} Read1q9 Study,

Egthe1r SQLA class1f1cat1ons for the prev1ous year. (September 1978) are also

.
given.

2

In general the data from September 1979 1nd1cate that thegteachers
rated all of these students as Spanish speak1ng bilingual (Category 1,

ZO%Y; partial bilingual, English dominant (Category 2,_8%), part1a1 b111ngua1

‘

\\,

o



Table 1 N

Student 0parat1ona1 Languaga Assassment (SOLA)
Frequancy Count for Grada Levels with1n Districts

SOLA (1978) . . : SOLA (1979)
- ' © District A . S y
1 2 3 4 5. & 73 1 2 34 5 6.7
N ¢ |_5]o.|slo Jw]o] o
" 5 o | 8lo|7]0. |0 A L14 s {o luz Yo |21 ‘g |
1 6 o | sl ol 70 |0 > | 6| 2 11l'bg 0 i1 0
| 5 329, 0 12 2 ,@

. District B

. K 3 6 2 10 8 1 0
- ' 1 2 | 0 0o’ |10 | 8 0
\ o
' u ' . N nh \
) | | . DistrictC L e

Raw | ' :
Totals 24 10 39 0 36 1 0

| | P9r¢enti98 " 20% . 8% 33% 0% 303 9% 0%
" SOLA Categorie%

Bilingual » = - ‘ | g h .
Partial bilingual, .English dominant b

Partial bilingual, Spanish dofminant ‘ |

Monolingual English . 1 ‘ S . )
Monolingual Spanish ‘ : i -
Limited English and Sp1n1sh S —
Late 1anguage learner ! \“\,» : ‘

IO U1 B WP
ouou U U




o S L
y Spanlsh domlnant (Category 3, 33%): Spanish monollngual (Category 5, 30%).
. .and llmfted 4N both Spanish and English (Category 6. 9%). Note in particular
" _.thaE none of thesqhohlldren were Judged by their teachars to be late language
lean?ers. lurther of the 11 children classlfled as llmlted in, both English
and § panlsh, 8 of theso weré made by a single- Flrst grdde reacher in Dlstrlct
B, and we suspect that thls reflects.thc partlcular teacher S llmlted ex-

[
Lhe student S actual ornl proflclency S .

perlence wlth thils new class of chlldren early in the Fall term. rathe* thani

e The dlstrlbut n . of responses 1t§elf must not Ee/taken as. representative :
'of the students faund 1n the three d1str1cts as target students were selected ‘
to represent certa1n language resources at the exclusion of others .
.' Comparlng the subsample of 41 studqnis in D1str1ct A, the datavsuggest

agtrend toward greater English proflclency, sﬁown by the 1ncrease 1n both

-

English and Span1sh partlal b1l1nguals coupled w1th a decrease in the number

L

© of Judged monol1ngual Spanish speakers

,,),x.i

b Each district- with a b1l1ngual program is re:E1red to adm1n1ster at
~

\ vleast one state apSﬁgpéﬁfcommerc1ally dva1Qable language test to 1ts enter-
1ng k1ndedbarten students, and these data were collected for each of the
target students part1c1pat1ng in ghe B1l1ngual Readlng Study All of the "

* l

d ricts in last year’s cohort”had adopted the LanguageyAssessment Scales -

. LAS (De Av1la & Duncan, 1977), and the data from both the English and.”

«
v {

. .
: , .
) B *

Here, levels of prof1c1ency in the two languages are,comb1ned to form

-

Spangsh vers1on are presented 1n Table 2.
- a measure known as Relative L1ngu1st1c Prof1c1ehcy, é progedure suggested by

the authors of the test. This index i expressed as a ratio of €n l1sh

profieiency to Spanish proficiency, such that a. 5/5 1nd1cates a ful y bilin-

'gual child; g 5/1, a monolingual English-Speaking child; a 3/3, a limited \/j\

/“"f n@ \; . 5,\
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Fraquency cOunt for Languagd Assessment Scale Value;,

\ : i

SOLA Canverts of LAS RLP Values
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2 = Partial bilingual, English dominant (RLP~5/3 4/3)% ’ .
3 = Partia] bilingual, Spanish dominant (RLP=3/5, 3/4) .
4 =_Monolingual Enngsh iRLP =5/1, 5/2, 4/1, &4/2% - o ’ o
5 = Monolingual Spanish (RLP=1/5;. 2/5, 1/4, 214) LT SR A U
6 = Limited English and Spanish  (RLP=3/3), B .
7 =1ate }anguage learner (RLP=3/1, 3/2.72/1 22, 213, 443 1/2 41/¥) B e |
‘ L 3’ - '4' FE T Bt . LT
Q . e %@‘ g ’m ;,‘- J : 6 o " . g - l. .
. o l e ' / "




speaker of both yanguagaa. ana a 1/1, a late language learnar’ These

_ 1nd1ces ave thén.groupad according to theﬁ>9LA Llass1f1cat1on system to

| dllow a ruuqh Lompar1son af the two measure

The most striking Fedtura af tha data from 1979 concerns the numbar of

thlldren classified by the 'Ab»ns ldte language learnavs, 49%, an (umparnd
w1th none $o rated by thelr teachers on the SOLA scales.
\ - Looking dt "the LAb data. for the subsample of 41 rargct 4tud&ﬂt5 from
Distrlut A, 1t 11ke the SOLA, ruvealsxa treud toward English proficlency,
particu]arly Lv1dent for the older ch1ldrnn. Note, however, that many of
these students are st111 classified as late langudJe learners by the LAS.

Y

Teacher Rat1ngs of Cmmnun1cat1on Sk11ﬂ

Teachers rated the target students' proficiency in eachildnguage in
» / 2]

Decemper (for 1979 on]y) and in April (for Goth years) using the SEDL Oral
’ Language Proficiency Scale - OPRS (Mace-Matluck, et al., 1979). This rating

is dist1nct from the SOLA rat1ngs in that the OPRS rat1ngs indicate ‘each
child's overall communication skill in the two lanquages separately, wh11e
the SOLA rat1ngs prov1de a more g]obal language dominance assessment.
Re]1ab111ty for the OPRS can be estimated via correiations between the Fall
and ggnlng‘rat1ngs assuming that the constructs measured rema1n stable
over this time per1od These corre]at1ons ‘are presented 1n Tab]e 3

For the English ratings, the corre]at1ons range From .76 to 82
suggest1ng a. fairly re11ab1e measure. Forcthe Span1sh ratings, the correla-
tions are substant1a1]y lgher, rang1ng from .34 to .52. We suspect that

these values reflect the restricted range of scores obta1ned in our sample,

and-that\strbnger correlations would obtain with a broader sample.

v - ’ ' <

. 3 —
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-/ , Tahlé 3 k
Means, ftandard Deviations, dnd Chrrelations Between the ;;§1
and SpringMduinistrations of the SEDL Oral Proficiency Rating Scale

ENGL L1

Fall: apring:
. . Standard T Standard
Measure - . N foan Qaviation  Maan Daviation r
Pronunciation o . L5034 1.27 19
Grammar 110 .-~ 3.0 1.52 3.2 1.7 .16
N R N
Vocabulary 110 3.2 1.54 1.3, 1.4 .80
\\7\ .
Comprehensfon 112 3.2 1.%6 3.4 1.37 82
Communication Skill 114, 3.0 © 1.60 3.2 " 1.36 718"
Fall: ~ Spring:
oo . . “Standard Standard’
Measure . . N Mean Deviation Mean Deviation r
Pronunciation . 101 AE 1.00 4.4 83 83
Grammar 101 -4.4  1.00 4.4 .83 .52
Vocabulary 101 4.4 1.00 4.5 .78 49
Comprehension 101 4.5 0.95 4.5 .64 .34
Communication Skil1 101 4.5 0.93 4.4 . .79 .35

Note: A1l correlations are signifiéant at .001 level.




v‘Tqble; 4 and & dispiay the résults Of the OPRS Spring vatings for bath
Lnglish nnd Spdnishﬂ; The English ratings foy Spring \980 show 4 hroadvraﬂge
of ability with 46% af the childven vated as native uy near-native in thely
Engtish conmuntcatton skills (levels 4 and 1), and only (1% rated ag minimal

pavtictpants (level 1), with the remaining 432 ralling intermediate betwaen

{

~§hesn graup tngs (levels 2 and 4) . The tread toward greataer tuglish‘nrurlx
ﬁtnwuy rfor older childeen obsevved in the SOLA data 1s also cvidunc&d here,
nn\uply 4 studenits in Lhd.flrﬁt grade In Distrtct A tn 1979 werd rated at
luvaf§ 4 and H, bute a year later fn second grade, 4 students warae so
clnﬁxiﬁ]cd. |

Thé\Spnnlsh ratings for Spring 1980 show the expected Idrvc percentage

of proficient Spanish speakers: 884 classitied as native or near-native

ability with none rated as capable of only minimal participation.

A
"

»

Ratings of Tapéd Interdct{qgg )

In order to\provide an ethnographic verification of each child's
Tinguistic capabiTity, children's 1nteractf0ns wére audio taped in three
different settings: (1) the classroom (té@cher-pupii). (2) the playground
(peer-gﬁpi]). and (3).the'home (family-pupil). As described in the earlier
papefsc these tapés‘were &rangcribed and’analyzed 1in a Hwnber of ways by
the SEDL research staff. One analysis was the rating of each child's over-,
al] communication skill in, each language, ug&ng the same scale as was used
fq? the teacher ratings. The reliability of this assessment is found;d
qé interrater agreement. Each of three raters independent]y rated 15 tapes,

bnd-high correlations among their ratings, in conjunction with minimal mean

differences as.shown in Table 6,-f‘ e high interrater reliability.
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Table 4
o Frequgngy_ﬂquut of Teacher Ratings of Uveral)
Compunication Skill in English for Grade Levals Within Districts
OPRS-E (1979) OPRS-E ( 1940)
Mateict A

H

Minimal participation :

Understands gist of conversatfon; fragmented uneven production
Participates 1n most conversation; occasional errors in production
Almost native qual-ty

Native speaker quality

i

L LA NN, SR B | - S R, SR
K - w‘.!lfu. o Q q..‘l~ - l B L
L 16 La |4 | A SO A N A
: &
2 5 1) ! 2 A d | 4 9 H
¢ ]
Mstrict B ¢
K 5 R 2 9
. 1 0 4 3 6 7
~ - &
District C
1 2 3 4 5
K 0 2 3 Q 4
~\ 1 2 A 3 1 0
Raw totals 13 26 24 25 28
Percentagas 1%~ 22%  21% 22%  24%
Categories ' ‘




UBHS -5 (1979)

! 2 oo
K I S N 1 ! a
\ ) l Vo 1 lo

: fanla &

» Freguency Count of Teacher Ratings of Uvaral)
campuntcatton SKill in Spdnish far Grade Lavals Withia Districes
. UPKS % (1940)
Distelelt A
13 2 o4 h
. # ’ [
LS N N U R
~~~~~~~~~~ i 0 1 ! ! 3
. L L B noo[n
{)MUH{:C f
1 ! 1 4 h
' 1 0 " foo 4 8
" District C
) N AR R N N
| S
K 0 0 () 1 8
1 0 o o |13 2
a .
Raw totals 0 3 10 29 62
Percentages 0% 3% 10%  28% 60%

Categories

1 = Minimal part;c{pation a

2 = Understands gtst of conversation; fragmented uneven production
3 = Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

4 = Almost native quality
5 = Native speaker quality
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Table 7 d1splays, for each type of i ractien'\the distributions of
- . rat1ngs by grade level for both English and Spanish, and the results can

be eas1lyesummar1zed For those gpeakers preferring Spanish, their overall

commun1cat1on sk1ll was judged o\Pe\nat1ve in almost every ca§e1(98% in
_ T P interactions, 95% 1n P-P/interactions, and 94% in F-P 1nteract1ons)

For thosé Speakers‘usin_ nglish, the data . reveal much- more’ var1ab1l1ty 1n
communication skills, espec1alky in the classroom sett1ng, but still show |
large percentages of nat1ve and near-native sk1ll (68% in T P 1nteract1ons,
84% in P-P 1nteract1ons and 85% in F-P 1nteract1ons)

Tabfe 8 presents the data collected from English taped ep1sodes on the)d
subsample of students with two years participation 1n the study from Dis-
trict R. Again, they suggest that English preficiency lmproves during the
time period. In T-pinteractions.in 1978-79, 43% of those using\Englishlin -

. the classroom were rated as native or nearanatjve skilled, while after a

. year, 67% were so rated. In P-P and F-P interactions, the percentages‘are
-~ stable across the two years, but the small number -of interactions makes for

a quest1onable conclusion. | ' -

‘ Table 9 presents the data for the$same set of ch1ldren, but for the
tapes: containing sufficient amounts of Span1sh to allow a rating to be made.
Again, the data show that for all’children using spanish in any of the three

| settings, they are judged to be native or near-native skilled.

Compar1sons/%nd Correlations Across Measures

The pr1mary purpose for using the three d1fferent approaches to
 language measurement reported above is to accurately and precisely assess
! N
dﬁﬁ each child's oral language development. In Table 10 the means and standard *
8 \r},"“ R »

deviations of each of the measures are presented along with their cross scate

" | | o

ke
(-.
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Table 7 - ) . ~

.

. Ratings of Students’ Overall Communication-Skill
- In English and Spanish Based on Audio Tapes Collected -
in Three Different Settings (1979-80 School Year)

£nglish - \ _ Spanish

Overall Communication Skill 0§era11 Communication Skill "™

A

——

N

Teacher-PupilvIntéractdon_-'

t

¥

1
2
3
4
5

1 2 -3 5 1 .2 3 4 5 -
ol 1] 6 8 | 6 K| -0 | o lao o |25 "7
ol 217 1m1]s 1 o 1o o |1 hie
o | 1 {4} 12]3 2| o 1o lo o Ju
N=66. . v . N=53
Pupil-Peer Interaction ; “
1 - 2 3 4 s 1 2 3 ‘4 5
1 | o 4 6 | .13 kK| ol o | o/l1 35
1 o |1 |7 8 1 o | o | o |3 [38
0 1 o |1 6 2 o lo | 1 lo |17
_ N=49 ‘ \=95
- Family~Pupil Interaction
1 2 - 3 4 s 1 2 a4 s
0l o | 3 |5 |10 | k| o | o fo |2 |3
ol o |3 |5 8 1 o | o |o |3 |35
o lo-lo 13 | 3 2 o o Jo 1o 3
; o - N=40 -- , N=88
Categories # =~ |
Minimal participation _ . » :
Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production
Participates in most, conversation; occasional errors in production
Almost native quality ' .
/

Native speaker quality

U

12

(Y
o



Table 8

' Ratings of Students' Qverall Communication Skill in English Based on Audio
.~ - Tapes ‘Collected in Three Different Settings in Each of Two Successive Years

English

E 1978-79 1979-80

-Overa11 Communigation Skill o ' ., Overall Comhunication Skill

~ - Teécher-Pupi]-Interactions

1 2 3 - 4 5 1.7 2 3 4 5
K | o s | 2 |3 |1 1| o 2 | s g | 2
, . N T .
1| o 6 2 4 | 3 2 o 4. 1| &4 .| 12 3 .
N=26 S : " o N=38
| Peer-Pupil Interactions
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
K 0 0 1 2 0 1 | =1 0 0 1 |3 4
1] o o | o | 3 2 | s | 0o |1 o |1 |6
| | ' N=8 g N=13

Family~Pupil Interactions

1 2 3 4 S ‘ 1 2 3 4 S

K| -0 1 2 | 3 |1 1 o |lo {3 |1 |3
1 o | o .0 2 3 2 01 0 0 -3 3
- =12 ' =13
. &
Categories

= Minimal participation o

2 = Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production

3
4
5

= Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

Almost native quality
Native speaker quality

tony

-

9] |

13 1
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Pt K " Table 9

Ratings of Students' Overall Communication SKill in Spanish Based on Audio
Tapes Collected in Three Different Settings in Each of Two Successive Years

A .

N 4 Spanjish -

1978-19 . o - 1979-80

Overall Communication SKill - _ - ~ Overall Communication Skill
N -

LA

Teacher-Pupil Interactions X

1 2.3 "4 5 o 1° 2 3 4 "5

K i o {o lo t o % |- -~ 1 o o lo |1 |9
v ) ; R : 2 ¢ ) ’ . ~ . ' >
1 010 10 1 -1 5 . .2 0.l o0 0 o _li1 |,
. . T N=15 . T P - N=21
b : : E , - e
Peer-Pupil Interactions - ’ .
| 12 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 .5
k'l o o to .o s | 1] o o [o |1 14
1L o ]Jo o | 1 18 o 0 (.0 |1 0 17 ‘
\~ . v ) . N=36 ) o - \N=33
' Fami1y-Pupi1 Interactions
1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5 %
K 0 0 0 1 15 1 o-1l o 0 0 14
1 0 0 0 0 12 2. 0 0 Q. 9 113
N=28 N=27
' \

- Categories

Minimal participation : _
Understands gist of conversation; fragmented uneven production.
Participates in most conversation; occasional errors in production

.Almost native quality ' ) _

Native speaker quality ) 7

GV P W N
nou
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\ " Table 10
" 'Means, Standard Deviations, and Cofrelations for LAS OPRS\\
' and Tape Rating Measures - S
P ENGLISH |
, \ "_ Standard- Corré}ations: ’
* Measure . — N Mean Deviation LAS = OPRS T-P . P-P- - F-p
N i ) - . . ’.
~ LAS . 116 2.5. . 1.68 - 6% 47*  50* .26
OPRS . .- - 116, 3.0 . 1.0 - - - - - .52% .50% _54%
' Tquher-Pupil,Tapes 66 3.8 b.83 S .42x 5o
’ B | ; '_'.',\‘(,, ‘,} - ‘_
Pupil- PUp1% Tapes 49 4.3~ 102 - - .7 = .A8*
(P-P) SN . N : | |
. Fam11y-Pup11 Tapes 40 4.4 0.74 - ' . s © -
(F-P) " 7 — \ s e ! : -
~ . . / . T L. : - - .
C _ o . SPANISH e T
‘ B T tﬁfV Standard g !'} Corre]at1ons"“ o
Measure TN INTRE Dey%at1on LAS OPRS * T- P PP F F-P
Wms 0 -116 (3.0 143 - .25% -.03 - .07 .09
‘ o - o P : N . -
. OPRS T . 14 45 U079 - .W2l¥ .03 -.04
b -Teacher-Pupil Tapes 53 :'~5;0 0.14 , / A -.02 .-.03
(T-P) . T , . |
Pupil-Pupil Tapes 95 4.9  0.29 . b - - -.04
(P-P) e - - : .
Family-Pupil\Tapes .. 88 . 4.9 0.23 , : _ -
(F-P) - B : N -
e//*51gn%f1cant at .01 level. |
‘ b 4
1 .\ .
15
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correlation Coeff{cients. The measures of English oral language show .,

' bderat ‘eoefficients ranging from) .26 to .76, and an examination of the

means shows that LAS ratings general]y tend to be the lowest, followed by
OPRS ratings, T-P tape ratings and P-P and F-P rat1ngs In Spanish, thé\

correlat1on coeff1c1ents for the most part are zero, and an examination of

the means and standard dev1at1ons aga1n suggest that th1s reflects the

”

restr1cted range of values wh1ch~occur among the'sample.

- \; " \

¥

summar! (0 3 ’ -T'-) A N N

. The data obtained frbm”the 1anguage méasures used in the Bilingual

_Read1ng Study for the students sampled can be summar1zed as fol]ows

. 1.. The standardized LAS values tend to underest1mate the- relat1ve
-\ oral language’ prof1c1ency of those. tested when compared against
. teacher rat1ngs using. the SOLA scales. The effect is more pro-
* nounced in Span1sh than in Engl1sh and for-younger than for older
! students} - Db g

SN RTINS LT -
2. Teacher rat1ngs onthe OPRS are somewhat 1owér tban those obtatggd
~"*  on the"tape, ratings. . Both hold that ‘the students ‘under investiga-

\tion are proficient speakers of Spanish, ‘and both show a trend
toward greater Engl1sh prof1c1ency over time.

I
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